haviour without the benefit of the knowledge that comes from understanding defense mechanisms. I think this knowledge is necessary though not sufficient for all psychiatrists to appreciate in order to do a competent job.
To do justice to the authors I do not believe it is their intention to discount the contributions of other workers to our understanding of psychopathology such as the effects of classical and operant conditioning on social learning. The authors have done what they set out to do, that is to give one perspective of psychopathology, a psychoanalytic perspective and this they have done exceptionally well.
Simon Ramesar, M.B.
Kingston, Ont. Most analysands today suffer, according to Kohut, not from a "structural neurosis" but from a "narcissistic personality disorder" or "narcissistic behaviour disorder", hence from a "mirror transference" or "idealising transference" and consequently require a "psychology of the self' instead of a classical analysis. The "self-objects" of these patients, that is, the parents who were not yet experienced as existing independently of the child, did, so says Kohut, not "respond ernpathically" to the infant's "grandiosity" and its "idealising" ofthe adults. As a consequence, the patients did not develop a healthy feeling of worth, of wholeness, of competence, and have no "joy" in their lives. They are examples of "Tragic Man" as opposed to "Guilty Man" with whom classical psychoanalysis deals. Since Kohut emphasizes repeatedly that his "psychology of the self' is "scientific", he provokes some serious critique. For a "new" approach to psychoanalysis which he claims not to leave behind, it does not seem sufficient to acknowledge on the final pages of his book that he left "the self' undefined. This term has been used in quite different meanings by William James, C.G. Jung, H.S. Sullivan, R.D. Laing, C. Rogers, and many others, including myself. Though in any of its meanings "the self' represents a "fuzzy set" to which observables can be assigned to varying degrees, "the self' requires some kind of definition, if one wants to construct a "psychology of the self' dealing with methodology, etiology, treatment, and "structures". Nor does it help the reader to find "personality" also undefined and "self-object" to stand both for a representation in someone's mind and for a separate human being. Not even I and me (James) are distinguished.
Ignoring the present view in the logic of science that all data are theory-laden and disregarding experimenter-bias, Kohut supports his ideas mainly with reports about analysands who were seen by his supervisees who may be assumed to have supplied him with the kind of data they consciously or unconsciously expected Kohut to desire.
Kohut replaces Freud's aggressive drive by a frustration-aggression theory, resistance analysis 'by empathic mirroring, and Freud's hermeneutic-emancipatory interest (Habermas), namely greater self-knowledge, by the technical interest in "cure". Why does Kohut insist that his approach, which reminds me strongly of existentialism and Roger's client-centered therapy, be still considered psychoanalysis?
Kohut claims that science "contains an element of playfulness " (p. 206 Although this is the fifth volume of a series and subtitled "Developmental and Clinical Studies" it covers a very wide range of topics in the area of adolescent psychiatry. A major concern it evokes is that although there are many articles which are rich in their understanding of adolescents there really is no continuing theme, and only those with a consuming interest in all facets of adolescent psychiatry and also a good deal of time to spare will be interested in reading this book from cover to cover. However, the book does contain many fine articles and it should therefore find a place in all psychiatric libraries. The book has a heavy psychoanalytic bias. Indeed, there is one article on the behaviour therapy of anorexia nervosa by Halmi and Larson submitted at the request of the editors but apparently in spite of their better judgement. The reason they gave for including it is "editorial largesse". They state, "we have our commitments and find techniques which stray from intrapsychic factors, devoting themselves to environmental manipulation in order to change behaviour, contrary to our clinical and scientific orientation".
Psychoanalysts they may be but which psychoanalysts? This is a question which I am unable to answer as I lack an intimate knowledge of the nuances of differentiation between psychoanalytic schools. However, it is clear from reading some of the editorial comments which introduce each series of articles that the principal authors of this series belong to a certain faction of Chicago's psychoanalysts. Among their major foes are other Chicago psychoanalysts, particularly the school led by Heinz Kohut.
You may wonder then why there appears in this volume a somewhat dated paper by Marohn, a disciple of Kohut, who in his work at the Illinois State Psychiatric Institute with hospitalized delinquents attempted to use Kohut's contributions to psychoanalytic technique. It is a poorly written piece illuminated by four case studies each of which interestingly enough had a disastrous outcome. To an outside observer it appears that the function of this article is as a launching pad for Giovacchini, one of the co-editors, whose main title is "Discussion of Dr. Richard Marohn's Chapter" but whose subtitle "A Critique of Kohut's Theory of Narcissism" is in fact the real message. This paper is as long as Marohn's and it is a thoughtful and erudite criticism of the work of Kohut on primary and secondary narcissism. Giovacchini's main thesis is that all this had been described much more simply and much more accurately by Freud. He criticizes Kohut unmercifully, for example, stating "his style is ponderous" and then explaining these stylistic difficulties by claiming that they reflect "a basic conceptual imprecision and vagueness". He adds, "Kohut is simply paraphrasing Freud's ideas of development". The article continues in similar scathing style but is nevertheless interesting as it clarifies some of the nuances of phenomenology deriving from study of the narcissistic personality.
Peter BIos has an article on the termination of adolescence and Moses Laufer has one on adolescent pathology but in fact these two articles deal with very similar themes; the core pathology of adolescence and when adolescence ends. Bios in his usual turgid style emphasizes the unresolved oedipal complex which apparently is the core of psychopathology in all his patients of whatever age. Laufer, in contrast, does not deny this as being crucial but also adds two other major areas; the relationship with contemporaries and the relationship to one's own body. For him the core pathology is what he calls the "central masturbation fantasy". He gives some examples of such fantasies but having whetted our appetite does not explain the latent meaning which came out in the analysis.
Some other highlights of the book are an excellent paper by Sorosky et al. on "Adoption and the Adolescent", a significant theoretical work by Rosenthal on filial obligation and a comprehensive paper on special education needs of adolescence by Kohen-Raz, The low point is another work by Giovacchini which is marked by the making of major conclusions on the basis of minimal evidence.
Each group of articles is introduced by a helpful summary and this will be useful to those who wish to be selective in picking from this large and often turgid tome some of its juicy plums.
J.J. Jeffries, M.D. Toronto, Ont. Although a great deal of information about visual impairment and blindness in children and adolescents has accumulated in recent years, it has often been gleaned from specialist studies and documented only to satisfy restricted needs.
Visual Impairment in Children and

